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1Chapter I 
INTRODUCTION
Women are in a m inority position in management and the challenge 
is to place more women in the upper-level management positions in 
corporations. Women are not r e a l ly  considered part of the organization  
in a true membership sense when only one woman is in the executive  
s u ite .  I t  is awkward for her, and her male colleagues perceive her as 
an intruder (Gordon & Strober, 1975). I t  is essential to create a 
c r i t i c a l  mass in management large enough to make th e ir  presence a 
matter of course, rather than a phenomenon.
But the representation of women in upper-level management cannot 
increase u n ti l  there are s ig n if ic a n t  numbers of women in lower and 
middle management. Increasing numbers have edged from the bottom to 
the middle, but a group of experts, advisors, and spec ia lis ts  are 
needed at midlevel and are very ra re ly  promoted on up (Halcomb, 1979). 
According to Harlan and Weiss (1979), in 1976, women accounted for 15% 
of a l l  managers at the entry le v e l ,  5% at the mid-management le v e l ,  
and 1% of top management. Numbers and ratios  are s ig n if ic a n t  in 
establishing the a ll- im portan t norms of informal social in teraction  
( e .g . ,  business over a drink in a b a r) ,  a process that is of utmost 
importance in top-management c irc les  (Gordon & Strober, 1975).
With s u f f ic ie n t  numbers of women v is ib le  in a l l  areas of 
management, th e ir  roles in the organization may overshadow th e ir  
sex-roles (O'Leary, 1974) and doubtless change current a ttitudes  that  
accept a greater range of styles fo r  men than fo r women (Gordon &
2Strober, 1975). Then any one woman's personal s ty le  would be less 
a ttr ib u ta b le  to a l l  women, and each would be accepted as an in d iv id u a l,  
as is any man. When l i t t l e  information is known about the female, 
i t  is r e la t iv e ly  easy to categorize her as an undifferentia ted  member 
of the subgroup of women. However, once more information is obtained 
concerning her performance, i t  becomes more d i f f i c u l t  to stereotype 
her (Hall & H a l l ,  1976; Terborg & Ilg en , 1975). This study is concerned 
with providing information about sex-role and sex-characteris tic  
stereotyping and th e ir  e f fe c t  on the promotion of women into middle 
management. These areas are of concern because our society today is 
experiencing a period of s ig n if ic a n t change in the concept of a 
woman's ro le .
Statement of the Problem
Throughout the l i te r a tu r e  on a ttr ibu tes  and behaviors for e f fe c t ive  
female leadership, writers  disagree as to which sex-role and sex- 
character i s ties should be emphasized. I f  a woman behaves according tcr-v 
the stereotype, she is of l i t t l e  value to the organization. However, 
i f  the woman is "unfeminine," she is not accepted e i th e r .  j^This is due 
to the in co m p atib il ity  of a woman's task competence and sexuality  
( i . e . ,  ro le  conf1i c t ) .
The extent to which women who achieve success using 
stereotypical masculine behaviors, such as aggressiveness, 
are viewed more or less favorably than women who use 
stereotypical feminine behaviors, such as intuitiveness  
and s e n s it iv i ty ,  in order to succeed is unknown.
(Schein, 1978, p. 260)
3Based on th is  c o n fl ic t in g  research, the purpose of th is  study was to 
t r y  to determine i f  masculine, feminine, and androgynous women are 
d i f f e r e n t ia l l y  perceived in middle management.
Research Questions
The problem confronted in th is  study was the c o n fl ic t in g  findings  
on e f fe c t iv e  female leadership. Some supported the masculine sex-role  
and masculine sex-characteris tics  for females in leadership positions. 
Others supported the feminine sex-role and feminine sex-characteris tics  
fo r  females in leadership positions. S t i l l  others found that women in 
leadership positions should be androgynous. From these c o n fl ic t in g  
f ind ings , the following question arose:
Which female— the masculine, feminine, or androgynous, 
would be perceived as the most credible a t .th e  middle- 
management level?
Both males and females are in positions to promote women in 
management, yet there are l i t t l e  data comparing the way males and 
females evaluate and make decisions about women in management.
Reactions to the behavior and performance of women managers has 
produced inconsistent re s u lts .  From these c o n fl ic t in g  findings on 
male and female evaluation , the question arose:
Do males and females d i f f e r e n t ia l ly  perceive the c r e d ib i l i t y  
of masculine, feminine, and androgynous females at the 
middle-management level?
4The Design
The f i r s t  step in th is  study was to run a manipulations check in 
order to define the masculine female, the feminine female, and the 
androgynous female. This was accomplished by having the subjects read 
a l i s t  of descriptive items and complete a semantic d i f fe r e n t ia l - ty p e  
scale bounded by the terms "not character is tic"  and " c h ara c te r is t ic ."  
Masculine and feminine items were included on the f in a l  masculine and 
feminine descriptive forms i f  they were found to be s ig n if ic a n t  by 
both male and female subjects. Androgynous items were included on the 
f in a l  androgynous descriptive form i f  the mean score by both male and 
female subjects was >_ 3 .5 .
A d i f fe re n t  set of subjects was then given the three f in a l  
descriptive forms. Each subject was given a masculine, feminine, and 
an androgynous female description to read and then asked to complete a 
c r e d ib i l i t y  scale for each description. The Pearson product moment 
was used to te s t  the relationships between the three c r e d ib i l i t y  scales 
of the masculine, feminine, and androgynous females. A m ultip le  
regression was used to analyze the variance among the three c r e d ib i l i t y  
scales due to the sex of the subject.
.D e f in i t io n  of Terms
Masculine sex-role referred to the endorsement of masculine 
a ttr ib u te s  and simultaneous re jection  of feminine a ttr ibu tes  
(Bern, 1975).
5Feminine sex-role re ferred  to the endorsement of feminine 
a ttr ib u te s  and simultaneous re jection  of masculine a ttr ib u te s  
(Bern, 1975).
Androgynous sex-role referred  to the equal endorsement of both 
masculine and feminine a ttr ib u te s  (Bern, 1975).
Management re ferred  to a leadership position that ensured e f f ic ie n t  
production of the u n it 's  goods and services, maintained the s t a b i l i t y  
of the unit in changing environments, and ensured that the organization  
served the needs of i ts  partic ipants  (Fenn, 1978).
Leadership was defined as the process of providing d irection in 
group a c t iv i t ie s  and influencing others to achieve group objectives  
(Fenn, 1978).
Organization was defined as universal constructs designed for the 
coordination of a c t iv i t ie s  to achieve goals that cannot be accomplished 
by individuals (Fenn, 1978).
Middle Management re ferred  to the cross-department re sp o n s ib il i t ie s  
of coordinating with counterparts in other functional areas to see 
that the work of her own department or group was re la ted  as e f fe c t iv e ly  
as possible to the immediate objectives and operations of the 
organization (Hennig & Jardim, 1977).
Credib i1i t y  was defined as "the image held of a communicator at a 
given time by a re ce ive r— e ith e r  one person or a group" (Andersen & 
Clevenger, 1963, p. 59).
Managerial C r e d ib i l i ty  referred to competence plus power (Kanter, 
1977; Schuler, 1979).
6Competence was defined as the manager's a b i l i t y  to do the job 
based on technical knowledge, adm inistrative s k i l l ,  and a b i l i t y  in 
interpersonal s k i l ls  (Fenn, 1978; Schuler, 1979).
Power was defined as the a b i l i t y  to get re su lts , to mobilize 
resources (ra th er than dominate), and to get and use whatever i t  is  
that a person needs for the goals they are attempting to meet (Kanter,
1977). I t  also referred to in fluence— the a b i l i t y  to obtain 
coordination and cooperation (Schuler, 1979).
7Chapter I I  
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This review of l i te r a tu r e  has two purposes: (a) to provide a
background of where women presently stand in the management world, 
and (b) to provide the ra tio n a le  leading to the problem questions 
and hypotheses.
More and more, women are abandoning the t ra d it io n a l female roles  
which value helping and nurturing others. Changes in both fam ily  
roles and in public a t t i tu d e ,  mores, and values permit th is  change. 
Bartel and Manhardt (as cited in Greenwald, 1979) found th a t ,  between 
1966 and 1975, women's career goals had become increasingly s im ilar to 
those of men. Public acceptance of the working mother now stands 
alongside the acceptance and exercise of a woman's freedom of choice 
to marry. Increasing numbers of women are planning th e ir  lives around 
careers in the work world. This is due not only to the women's 
movement, a ff irm a tive  action programs, and equal employment 
opportunities , but also to pers is ten t, dramatic demographic and 
socioeconomic changes. There is an increase in claims for social 
ju s t ice  for women as a m inority  who has suffered so c ia l,  economic, 
and/or p o l i t ic a l  d iscrim ination. Increasing numbers of women are 
divorced or widowed; they are less l ik e ly  to remarry, causing women to 
work to maintain, not supplement, l i f e s ty le s .  Women have the power to 
control the reproductive functions of. th e ir  bodies, and they are 
exercising choice in childbearing, fam ily  size becoming progressively  
smaller. Household work is less arduous and time-consuming, while
8women's l i f e  spans continue to increase (8 years longer than men). 
Therefore, women no longer must choose between becoming a housewife 
and mother or a career woman (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). Because more 
freedom and more choice encourage careers and careers in management 
are included among a ll  these opportunities, there is a fu ture  for  
women as managers.
"Women constitute  the greatest untapped source of managerial, 
professional, and technical ta le n t  in the United States" (B a s i l ,  1972, 
p. 1 ) .  I f  employment trends continue, i t  would appear the necessity 
fo r  women in management would continue to r is e .  Employment 
opportunities in managerial positions expand as organizations grow, 
branch, and decentra lize . People now want to work with the manager, 
not under the manager. I t  no longer requires a heavy hand of authority ,  
a c h arac te r is tic  ascribed to men. Female a ttr ib u tes  are becoming more 
accepted in management. Women are, therefore , being accepted for  
management development and tra in in g  based on th e ir  potentia l for  
managerial positions (B a s i l ,  1972).
Basil (1972) claims that findings of the behavioral sciences in 
leadership support the thesis that the old a ttr ib u te s  of aggression 
and decisiveness (a t t r ib u te s  that were required of leadership and 
ascribed to males) are no longer accepted. Therefore, women do not 
need to worry about these t r a i t s .  Business leadership is now exercised 
by negotia tion , support toward the people one works w ith , and guiding 
a group to consensus (Maccoby & Jacklin , 1974). Men and women, 
there fo re , have an equal chance at success by these a lte rn a t iv e  
methods to aggression. According to Stead (1985), male managers
9consistently  report that men believe women are temperamentally unsuited 
fo r  management ( i . e . ,  too emotional and tense for work that requires  
o b je c t iv i ty ,  ana ly tica l s k i l l s ,  and careful reasoning). But leadership  
is not found to be consistently  characterized by a high degree of 
s e lf -c o n tro l or by a lack of emotional expression. Researchers have 
f a i le d ,  then, to d i f fe r e n t ia te  between e ffe c t iv e  and in e ffe c t iv e  
leaders using the " t r a i t  theory model" which studies the charac teris tics  
of male leaders in order to distinguish leaders from nonleaders 
(P ickford , as c ited in Stead, 1985). Women can, th ere fo re , determine 
th e ir  leadership patterns to su it  th e ir  own personalities  and strengths. 
Gender has l i t t l e  to do with human re la t io n s ; e ith e r  managers are 
sensitive and concerned about the ne6ds of others or he/she is not.
Females as Equals to Males
"There is l i t t l e  reason to suggest that one sex should manage 
while the other should not" (Larwood & Wood, 1977, p. 29). ^Generations 
have assumed the economic and leadership su p e r io r ity  of men, but 
research has concluded there are no differences of any consequence to 
management between the mental, emotional, or physical capacities of 
men and womenJ(Larwood, Wood, & In d e r l ie d , 1978; Maccoby & Jacklin ,  
1974). Harris and Lucas (1976) found the mentally healthy adult does 
not have ch aracteris tics  ascribed to a male, as found by Broverman, 
Broverman, Clarkson, Rosenkrantz, and Vogel (1970), but ra th er, the 
mentally healthy adult can have male or female c h a rac te r is t ic s .
In f ie ld  studies, women managers perform as cred ib ly  as males; e ffec ts  
associated with leaders’ gender tend to dissipate in the f ie ld
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(F a irh u rs t, in press). According to Terborg and Ilgen (1975),  
a considerable body of research exists which indicates that women do 
possess the q u a lif ic a t io n s  of management—Matthews (1972) on problem 
solving, Lirtzman and Walba (1972) on cooperation and competition, and 
Bass, K russe ll, and Alexander (1971) on potentia l managerial c a p a b il i ty .  
Wood (1976) surveyed 100 male and female managers to find female 
managers are competent, handling th e ir  emotions and responses to 
c r it ic is m s , and winning increasing acceptance (three areas in which 
women are usually evaluated as in fe r io r  to men). Morrison and 
Sebald's (1974) study supports that female executives are s im ilar  to 
male executives in m otivation, mental a b i l i t y ,  and self-esteem . Miner
(1974) also found males and females to be equally motivated to manage 
and e f fe c t iv e  in managing. Harlan and Weiss (1979) found male and 
female managers to be s im ilar in need for achievement, need for  
a f f i l i a t i o n ,  need for power, dominance, motivation to manage, and 
self-esteem .
Up to th is  time, research studies have found no evidence that  
makes a case for gender differences in e ither  leadership aptitude or 
s ty le  (Kanter, 1977). Bartol (1978) found few differences between 
male and female leaders in leader behavior or s ty le ,  job sa tis fac tio n  
of leaders and subordinates, and job performance. Hall and Hall 
(1976) found gender did not a ffec t the performance appraisal of male 
and female incumbents. When evaluated by immediate subordinates, Day 
and Stogdill (1972) found male and female superiors to exh ib it  s im ilar  
patterns of leadership behavior and levels of effectiveness. Leader
11
gender does not appear then to have a consistent influence on e ither  
leader behavior or subordinate sa tis fac tio n  (Osborn & Vicars, 1976).
Where a candidate's q u a lif ic a t io n s  are c le a r ly  acceptable, both 
males and females are considered equally q u a lif ie d  for management 
(Rosen & Jerdee, 1974a). Differences across careers and between women 
in nontraditional and t ra d it io n a l roles is greater than differences  
between the sexes in careers (Harlan & Weiss, 1979; Wertheim, Widom, & 
Wortzel, 1978). Bolton and Humphreys (1977) found female managers to 
have more in common with th e ir  male counterparts in strong verbal 
s k i l l s ,  a b i l i t y  to lo g ic a l ly  evaluate complex information, and a taste  
fo r  company p o l i t i c s ,  than with nonworking women.
The p o l i t i c a l ,  s o c ia l,  and economic changes over the past decades 
have led to a b lurring  of a formerly sharp divis ion between the roles  
and a ttr ibu tes  of men and women. There is now increasing sex-role  
permissiveness and res truc tur in g . Masculine and feminine a ttr ibu tes  
indeed vary v i r t u a l l y  independently of each other within each gender.
This is found to be true bas ica lly  in whites of a l l  ages and both 
sexes but not true for homosexuals (Spence & Helmreich, 1978).
Sex-roles can now be viewed as p art icu la r  social s k i l ls  or competencies 
tha t individuals can use to obtain reinforcement or otherwise in terac t  
with the environment (K e lly  & W orre ll, 1977). I t  depends on the 
s itua tio n  what behaviors are appropriate. "The important issue becomes \  
not whether one has in terna lized  the t r a i ts  and behaviors appropriate s '
tendencies highly valued by society" (Jones, Chernovetz, & Hansson,
to one's gender, but the extent to which one has assimilated the
1978, p. 311).
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So women now have a choice among sex-ro les. Our society is 
moving toward a climate where women can express th e ir  fem in in ity  
and/or masculinity through interpersonal re lationships as opposed to 
th e ir  performance in stereotyped roles (Van Dusen & Sheldon, as cited  
in Jewell, 1977). By expanding general ro le  prescriptions fo r  women, 
as well as by re la t in g  occupational ro le  prescriptions more c losely  to 
performance requirements, women w i l l  have a broader choice of roles to 
play . Those best q u a lif ie d  to perform the necessary functions w i l l  
not be excluded because they can express those “feminine" and 
"masculine" a ttr ib u te s  desirable for a sa tis fac to ry  management s ty le .  
I t  is important fo r  industry to id e n t i fy ,  se lec t, and promote those 
women who have the potentia l fo r successful management careers.
Sex-Role D if fe re n t ia t io n  and Conflict
Terborg, Peters, I lg e n , and Smith (1977) report, however, that  
research findings are mixed, supporting pro-male evaluation bias.
These pro-male evaluation studies (Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, 
Clarkson, & Rosenkrantz, 1972; Schein, 1973, 1975) are a probable 
explanation fo r  the d i f fe r e n t ia l  treatment of equally q u a l if ie d  women 
(versus men) in management. Though there are no legal barr ie rs  to 
women in management, and though they have been found to be as equally  
q u a l if ie d  as men, yet strong a t t i tu d in a l  barriers  to female corporate 
advancement continue. Two external barriers  are: (a) pervasive and
pers istent societal sex-role and sex-c jiaracteris tic  stereotypes, as 
in ferred  post hoc by Rosen and Jerdee (1974b); and (b) the prevalence 
of the "male managerial" model.
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Sex-role d i f fe re n t ia t io n  is universal among human societies;  
women and men are assigned d i f fe re n t  r ig h ts ,  p r iv i le g e s , and tasks and 
are l i k e ly  to be subject to d i f fe re n t  rules of conduct, p a r t ic u la r ly  
in in teraction  with each other (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). By 
s ta rt in g  with assumptions, and then prescribing roles based on those 
assumptions, a structure of re lationships develops. Assumptions 
regard the differences between people based on gender alone (Fenn,
1978). C u ltu ra lly  prescribed behaviors then are deeply rooted in the 
backgrounds of most of us. Resistance to change has caused the 
formation of stereotypes as well as th e ir  perpetuation. Reflecting  
th is  d ivis ion of roles along sexual l in e s , men and women are ty p ic a l ly  
assumed to possess d i f fe re n t  temperamental characteris tics  and 
a b i l i t i e s ,  d is t in c t iv e  sets of a ttr ibu tes  whose existence is also used 
to ju s t i f y  the perpetuation of the society 's  ro le  s tructu re .  
Characteristics one a ttr ib u tes  to one gender or the other turn out to 
be results of what our culture expects rather than hard-and-fast  
bio logical or chemical differences between the sexes (Halcomb, 1979). 
While a ttitudes  and behaviors are influenced and may change, women and 
men are each products of th e ir  respective upbringings and stereotypes 
remain part of our thinking and our vocabulary on an everyday level 
(Schoonover, as cited in Jewell, 1977).
For years, masculinity was the mark of a psychologically healthy  
male, and fem in in ity  was the mark of a psychologically healthy female. 
These sex-typed persons have in terna lized  society 's  sex-typed standards 
of desirable ( i . e . ,  p o s it ive ) behavior and a ttr ib u tes  for men and 
women (Bern, 1974; Spence & Helmreich, 1978). According to Heilbrun
14
(1976), masculinity and fem in in ity  are independent constructs, not 
opposite ends of a single dimension ( i . e . ,  b ip o la r ) ,  that concentrate 
on how the two genders d i f fe r  ( i . e . ,  sex-typ ing). In 1966, Bakan 
labeled the core properties of fem in in ity  the sense of "communion," 
and the core properties of masculinity the sense of "agency" (Spence & 
Helmreich, 1978). Communality included nurturance, em otionality , and 
expressiveness, while the agentic ro le  included in strum enta lity ,  
r a t io n a l i t y ,  strength, and assertiveness (Jones et a l . ,  1978).
These are the same clusters that Bern (1974) labeled on her Sex-Role 
Inventory (BSRI) as "expressive" orienta tion  for feminine t r a i t s  and 
behaviors and "instrumental" o rien ta tion  for masculine t r a i t s  and 
behaviors. The expressive orien ta tion  has an a ffe c t iv e  focus on the 
"welfare of others." The instrumental orientation  has a cognitive  
focus on "getting the job done." The highest feminine loadings on the 
BSRI are warm, gentle , compassionate, understanding, tender, 
sympathetic, sensitive to the needs of others, a f fe c t io n a te , eager to 
soothe hurt fe e lin g s , and lo y a l.  The highest masculine loadings are 
dominant, acts l ik e  a leader, aggressive, has leadership a b i l i t i e s ,  
fo rc e fu l ,  w i l l in g  to take a stand, strong personality , and assertive  
(Waters, Waters, & Pincus, 1977).
Sex-typed persons are re s tr ic te d ,  then, in the range of behaviors 
availab le  to them as they move from s ituation  to s itu a t io n . The 
androgynous individual is sen s it ive , however, to the changing 
constraints of s ituations and engages in whatever behavior seems most 
e f fe c t iv e  at the moment, regardless of i ts  stereotype as appropriate 
fo r  one gender or the other (Bern, 1975a). The term androgyny is made
up of the p re f ix  andro, meaning male, and the s u f f ix ,  gyne, meaning 
female (Gutek & Stevens, 1979). Androgynous ind iv iduals , thus, score 
high on masculinity and high on fem in in ity  and can be both instrumental 
and expressive, depending upon the appropriateness of these modalities  
(Bern, 1977).
Stereotypes and roles may be thought of then as forms of 
categorization that are applied in general use by some group of 
people. The stereotype is normative in the sense that each of us 
(o f  e ith e r  gender) can recognize i t  immediately. I t  "refers to a 
consistent pattern of values and behaviors that describes the most 
remembered set of b e lie fs  or actions of members of the category being 
referenced" (Larwood & Wood, 1977, p. 30). I t  seems most l i k e ly  when 
there is l i t t l e  other than gender on which to base one's judgment 
(Broverman et a l . ,  1972; Osborn & V icars, 1976; Schein, 1978).
According to Larwood and Wood (1977), while a stereotype provides a 
sharply focused set of points within a category, a ro le  may be defined 
in terms of rather f le x ib le  category boundaries. A ro le  contains 
with in  i ts  boundaries, then, certa in  important behaviors and values 
that most people can agree are usually exhibited by those occupying a 
spec if ic  social or organizational position ( i . e . ,  consensual 
p rescrip tive  norms). Sex-role stereotypes, then, are widely held 
b e lie fs  concerning appropriate behavior of men and women as individuals  
and in re la t io n  to others. Sex-characteris tic  stereotypes are widely  
held b e lie fs  about differences in personality  t r a i t s  (Terborg, 1977; 
I z r a e l i ,  Banai, & Ze ira , as cited in Stead, 1985). Sex-characteristic  
stereotypes assume women are less ambitious and ra t io n a l ,  and more
emotional, dependent, conforming, and passive than men ( Iz r a e l i  et a l . 
as cited in Stead, 1985). Sex-role behaviors involve a multitude of 
ro les including vocational a c t iv i t ie s  and the assumption that a 
woman's f i r s t  re s p o n s ib il i ty  is to the ch ildren . These are more 
normative while sex-characteris tic  stereotypes are d escrip tive .
No society is without a sex-based divis ion of labor. T rad it ion ,  
not job content, has labeled some jobs as women's and others as men's. 
At present, sex-based work roles are in a considerable s tate  of f lu x  
a l l  over the Western world (Agassi, as cited in Jewell, 1977). Males 
and females who are in sex-atypical jobs are in jobs in which norms 
regarding desirable work-related behaviors are not compatible with 
norms regarding behavior appropriate for the gender ( i . e . ,  sex-role  
incongruence). Schein (1973) states that the managerial job can be 
c la s s if ie d  as masculine, because there are more men than women in 
management. Due to th is  c la s s if ic a t io n ,  stereotyping occurs and male 
a ttr ib u te s  are considered more appropriate. McGreger, in 1967, 
defined the male managerial model.
The model of a successful manager in our culture is a 
masculine one. The good manager is aggressive, competitive, 
f i rm , and ju s t .  He is not feminine, he is not soft and 
y ie ld in g  or dependent or in tu i t iv e  in the womanly sense.
The very expression of emotion is widely viewed as a feminine 
weakness that would in te r fe re  with e f fe c t iv e  business 
processes. (O'Leary, 1974, p. 23)
Hobart and H arries 's  (Jew ell, 1977) study found sex-role stereotyping  
by present and future male and female managers to support th is  premise
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Work-roles and sex-roles are then in c o n f l ic t .  As managers, 
women are e ither  out of ro le  by sex and in ro le  by position or in role  
by sex and out of ro le  by position (Pearce & Rossi, 1984). I f  women 
emulate masculine ch aracteris tics  deemed essential for the job ( e .g . ,  
professionalism, independence, and r a t io n a l i t y ) ,  she is then called  
"unfeminine," "aggressive," adjectives that are derogatory fo r women. 
On the other hand, i f  she does not demonstrate these so-called  
"masculine" c h a ra c te r is t ic s , she may be considered inadequate for the 
job ( i . e . ,  dependent and nu rtu ran t) . This double-bind ty p if ie s  some 
of the d i f f i c u l t ie s  women face in try ing  to "make i t "  to the upper 
echelons of business and professions (Prather, 1971; Putnam, as cited  
in P i lo t ta ,  1983; Pickford, as cited in Stead, 1985). As of 1978, 
Katherine Graham was the only female chief executive of a company on 
e ith e r  the f i r s t  or second Fortune 500 l i s t  (Halcomb, 1979). Academic 
research on discrimination in business has generally concentrated on 
the sex-typing of management s k i l ls  as masculine and the im plications  
th is  has for women who are attempting to enter management positions.
Sex-role stereotypes are inaccurate and may even be oppressive. 
"Nowhere are . . . arguments [against stereotypes] more intense, nor 
do they gather more support, than when they point to the h is to r ic a l  
and contemporary discrim ination against women in male-dominated 
occupations" (Garland & Price , 1977, p. 29). Gatekeepers are often so 
committed to stereotypes that they are incapable of seeing ta le n t  or 
emerging competence because "the package in which i t  is presented is 
so unexpected" (Gordon & Strober, 1975, p. 16). Categorizations  
ignore the wide variations that ex is t within each category. The
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serious mistake is believing that a l l  individuals within each category 
are e s s e n tia l ly  a l ik e .  The danger is the potentia l loss of those 
c a p a b il i t ie s  not assumed to be present. I t  may re s u lt  in the 
suppression of achievement s tr iv in g  and lack of desire to move up the 
corporate structure (Gackenbach, Burke, & Auerbach, as cited in Jewell, 
1977; Loring & Wells, 1972).
Expectations of appropriate characteris tics  and behaviors a ffec t  
decision-making behavior because of the perceptions that males and 
females have of themselves and others (Hobart & Harries, as cited in 
Jewell, 1977; Rosen & Jerdee, 1973). When i t  is necessary for  
decision makers to make decisions in the absence of d e f in i t iv e  data, 
stereotypes help individuals f i l l  in for missing information (Bartol & 
B u tte r f ie ld ,  1976; Greenwald, 1979; Rosen & Jerdee, 1974b). According 
to  Rosen and Jerdee (1973), Gilmer (1971) found the way women behave 
on the job, rather than the way they perform the technical operations, 
is the chief determinant of th e ir  acceptance as administrators. 
"Personal influence and a ttr ib u tes  may be even more s ig n if ic a n t  to 
upward m obility  than work performance, especia lly  in the upper echelons 
of the corporation" (Schuler, 1979, p. 36). Schein (1973, 1975) found 
tha t sex-role stereotyping impacts on perceptions of managerial a b i l i t y  
and performance. She concluded that i t  has a d e f in ite  and negative 
impact on the selection of women into managerial positions.
"The evidence from th is  and other studies is that women ra re ly  
a tta in  true managerial positions much above the rank of f i r s t  l in e  
supervisor" (B a s i l ,  1972, p. 31). Even where women are given higher-  
level adm inistrative jobs, these do not lead to top-management posts,
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but rather are a n c il la ry  routes that may be dead ends (Gordon &
Strober, 1975). As management jobs increase in re s p o n s ib i l i ty ,  women 
become increasingly ra re .  Management remains the domain of the white 
male (Lynch, 1973). Male managers tend to promote to middle management 
those women least l i k e ly  to reach top management: women who are older
and less aggressive. According to the Bureau of Labor S ta t is t ic s ,  
in 1978, there were 25% women in managerial positions (C o ll in s , as 
cited  in Stead, 1985). Perceptions and expectations stand, then, as 
b arrie rs  to advancing women into higher levels of management, which 
s t i l l  are dominated by men (Hobart & Harries, as cited in Jewell, 1977; 
O'Leary, 1974). Confusion has been created about proper behavior and 
ro le s . Unfortunately, there are l i t t l e  data addressing the issue of 
the e ffects  of stereotypes on the treatment of women in business 
(Terborg & I lg e n , 1975).
Rationale for Questions and Hypotheses
Lemkau (1979) found no single constellation of personality  factors  
emerges as consistently  charac te r is t ic  of women in male-dominated 
occupations. Tangri's  (1972) reported responses by ro le  innovators 
( i . e . ,  women in occupations with fewer than 30% female workers) 
included autonomous, in d iv id u a l is t ic ,  unconventional, and in te l le c tu a l .  
The female middle managers in Crawford's (1977) study reported 
themselves to be highly persuasive, highly motivated, competent, 
aggressive, and competitive. Nontraditional women in Galejs and 
King's (1983) study viewed themselves as in c is iv e , d ip lom atic, and 
independent. O'Connell (1980) was reported by Chusmir (1983) to have
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found nontraditional women to be dominant, ambitious, s e lf -c o n f id e n t ,  
achievement-oriented, s e l f -a c tu a l iz in g ,  and s o c ia lly  posed. Swatko 
(1981) found the personality  differences between nontrad itional and 
t ra d it io n a l  women to be contradictory but the nontrad itional women 
were more academically achievement-oriented, more s c ie n t i f ic  and 
mechanically in terested , less people-oriented and more task-o rien ted ,  
persevering, in ve s t ig a t iv e , and enterpris ing .
I t  appears that women who choose a nontraditional career are 
l i k e ly  to possess many of the same personality  and motivation  
ch aracteris tics  a ttr ib u ted  to men (Terborg, 1977). M oullie t (1981) 
found women in managerial occupations were more l ik e ly  to be 
c la s s if ie d  as masculine. Segal (1981), using the BSRI, found 70% of 
nontraditional women to be masculine while most of the rest scored 
androgynous. College fa c u lty  also completed the BSRI fo r  Tyer and 
Erdwins (1979), 41% of the females scoring masculine and 18% 
androgynous. But, according to Chusmir (1983), nontraditional women 
desire to maintain th e ir  fem in in ity  and id e n t ity  as a woman. This is 
supported by Welch (1979) who found masculinity in women to increase 
as a d irec t function of the degree of departure from the housewife 
r o le .  However, the nontraditional women supplemented th e ir  feminine 
id e n t i ty  with masculine characteris tics  ( i . e . ,  were androgynous) .
This is also supported by Yanico and Hardin (1981). Capka (1979) and 
Moore and Rickel (1980) also found nontraditional women to be 
androgynous (over masculine and fem inine). Moore and Rickel found, 
however, the higher the occupational le v e l ,  the less l i k e ly  women are 
to  id e n t ify  with ch aracteris tics  of managers and women ( i . e . ,
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feminine c h a ra c te r is t ic s ) .  This is in d ire c t  c o n f l ic t  to Hennig 
(1971, as cited in Crawford, 1977) who found female supervisors 
emulated a masculine behavioral s ty le  u n ti l  middle-age when they moved 
to a management s ty le  which incorporated the "consideration type"
( i . e . ,  human re la t io n s )  management behaviors. Diamond (1971) supports 
Hennig, having found in higher management le ve ls , male and female 
ch arac te r is tics  combine to form an e ffe c t iv e  well-balanced  
management p r o f i le .
According to Schein (1975), Terborg (1977), Peters, Terborg, and 
Taylor (1974), and Rosen and Jerdee (1974c), successful female middle 
managers are perceived to possess ch a rac te r is t ics , a t t i tu d e s , and 
temperaments more commonly ascribed to men in general, than women in 
general ( e .g . ,  vigorous, s e l f - r e l i a n t ,  aggressive, yet emotionally  
s ta b le ) .  Osborn and Vicars (1976) and Wood (1976) found female managers 
demonstrate motivation, capacity, and adm inistrative and leadership  
s k i l l s  comparable to th e ir  male counterparts. Jacklin and Maccoby 
(1975) and Wood (1976) found women who succeed p a ra l le l  men in 
a b i l i t y ,  confidence, and desire for au thority , s tatus, and challenge. 
"These and other findings pertaining to women managers suggest that 
acceptance of stereotypical male characteris tics  as a basis fo r success 
in management may be a necessity for the woman seeking to achieve in 
the current organizational climate" (Schein, 1975, p. 373). Spence 
and Helmreich (1972) found competent masculine women to be preferred  
over competent feminine women. Because th is  masculine stereotype is 
s im ila r  to the common image of a manager, women with feminine values 
and behaviors may be excluded from management (Larwood & Wood, 1977).
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But, according to Lynch (1973), the management woman does not 
give up a l l  her personal a ttr ib u te s  and must use her fem in in ity  (along 
with her other q u a l i t ie s )  e f fe c t iv e ly .  He claims that peers and 
bosses l ik e  to have nontrad itional women re ta in  th e ir  fe m in in ity  and 
not t r y  to be "one of the boys." Lang (1978) counsels nontraditional 
women to develop a "special s k i l l "  as a woman; do not t r y  to be one of 
the guys but be a woman. According to Crawford (1977), Johnson
(1975) and Hackamack and Solid (1972) indicated that so-called  
"feminine a ttr ib u tes"  ( e .g . ,  social graces, concern fo r  values and 
e th ic s , c r e a t iv i ty ,  responsiveness) can enhance women as managers.
"The woman making i t  in a man's world today keeps some of the best of 
what i t  means to be feminine in th is  society" (Halcomb, 1979, p. 173). 
Cynthia Epstein (Robie, as cited in Ginzberg & Yohalem, 1973) says 
women who are professional but not especia lly  forward or aggressive, 
who t r y  to be gracious as women and not deny th e ir  gender, are said to 
be able to make the best impression on men and gain acceptance. This 
is in d irec t c o n f l ic t  with findings from the University  of Southern 
C alifo rn ia  where the consensus of women partic ipants in the tra in in g  
seminars for middle management was that a woman has to defeminize
that female managers should not become "mannish" to the point other 
women d is trus t them and men fee l uncomfortable (B a s i l ,  1972).
Though the above findings support the expression of th e ir  
fe m in in ity ,  many females in management work out a solution somewhere, 
in-between masculinity and fem in in ity  ( i . e . ,  androgyny). The women 
interviewed in Halcomb's (1979) book did not succeed by "playing a
herse lf  with her male associates. These women also agreed, however
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man's game" or by abandoning th e ir  own values, but they were not too 
t r a d i t io n a l ly  feminine or too ardently fem inist e i th e r .  According to 
Putnam and Heinen (as cited in Stead, 1985), i t  is not only possible, 
but preferable that a woman re ta in  her feminine responsiveness without 
losing the power of assertion or even of command. Lynch (1973) and 
Loring and Wells (1972) support women who merge competency with 
fe m in in ity ,  breaking out of the stereotype that defines women by th e ir  
gender. Bremer (1973) and Wood (1975) believe the management ro le  
does not mean playing a "male" ro le ;  a woman must be feminine and have 
open expressions of feelings but also be aggressive to be successful.
The above c o n fl ic t in g  findings on e f fe c t iv e  female leadership 
gave r is e  to the question of which female—the masculine, feminine, or 
androgynous--would be perceived as most credible at the middle- 
management le v e l .  The following findings led to the formulation of 
the f i r s t  three hypotheses (found in Chapter I I I ) .
Research supports job-appropriate behavior over gender expectations ^  
(Cash, G i l le n ,  & Burns, 1977; Greenwald, 1979; Larwood & Wood, 1977).
Schuler (1979) found that congruent job type and incumbent are more 
favorably  evaluated. Schein (as cited in Jewell, 1977) supports th is  
in her study where male managers and female managers equated male with 
management, but not female. These findings suggest that acceptance of 
stereotypica l male charac teris tics  as a basis fo r  success in management 
may be a necessity for women seeking to achieve in the current 
organizational c lim ate . Halcomb (1979) found the q u a lit ie s  a woman 
needs to succeed are the same ones a man needs: firmness, decisiveness,
assertiveness, and a b i l i t y  to ca lculate  r is k s . Crawford (1977) found
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the functional aspects of management are the same whether or not the 
manager is male or female; th ere fo re , both men and women must develop 
the same basic s k i l l s .
Though the above findings support the use of masculine s k i l l s ,  
in today's society there is a trend toward androgyny (M iner, as cited  
in Jewell, 1977). The manager needs to use both assertiveness and 
nonassertive techniques in order to achieve maximum effectiveness in 
reaching organizational goals. Assertiveness is the a b i l i t y  to s tate  
p o s it iv e ly  and to maintain one's r ig h t fu l  and reasonable position  
without attacking or giving in . Nonassertion recognizes that any 
managerial or interpersonal s ty le  is "conditioned in i ts  effectiveness  
upon the exact nature of the s itua tion"  (Ames, 1977). A good deal of 
managerial psychological and sociological research seems to have 
converged on the concept that the best leaders are often those who are 
both competent ( i . e . ,  masculine) and expressive ( i . e . ,  fem inine), as 
the s itua tio n  may requ ire . Stanek (as cited in Stead, 1985) claims 
the "climate is ripe" for change, to reevaluate managerial styles and 
move away from a results  o r ien ta tio n  ( i . e . ,  the t ra d it io n a l  male 
model) to a human resource o r ie n ta t io n , combining organization norms 
and fam ily  norms ( e .g . ,  competition and cooperation; dominance and 
y ie ld in g ;  independence, nurturing, and c o llab o ra t io n ). The increase 
in competency does not appear to detract from the female executive's  
fe m in in ity .  "Success for a woman requires that a d e lica te  balance 
be maintained between acceptable ro le  behavior and demonstrated 
work a b i l i t i e s .  As a r u le ,  a high degree of e ith e r  one alone is 
unacceptable to those making . . . advancement decisions" (Larwood &
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Wood, 1977, p. 123). Gordon and Strober (1975) believe the primary 
impact of the entry of women into management w i l l  be less to add an 
a lte rn a t iv e  "feminine" management s ty le  than to develop an androgynous 
s ty le  of management, one that incorporates both so-called masculine 
styles ( e .g . ,  aggressiveness, com petitive, achievement-oriented, and 
determined) and feminine styles ( e .g . ,  open, in terpersonally  aware, 
and understanding).
Both the findings supporting job-appropriate  behavior, and those 
supporting androgynous behavior, support masculine behavior. Falbo 
(1977) found that masculine and androgynous persons received more 
positive  peer evaluations than feminine persons. "The general f inding  
has been that androgynous and masculine-typed persons perform well or 
look best and frequently  do not d i f fe r  s ig n if ic a n t ly  from one another 
on characteris tics  for which sex-role  categories are compared" (K e lly  
& W orre ll, 1977, p. 1113). This would indicate  that while androgynous 
persons possess approximately equal numbers of masculine and feminine 
c h a ra c te r is t ic s , i t  may be p r in c ip a l ly  the masculine-typed behaviors 
th a t have greater potentia l for  leading to reinforcement ( i . e . ,  
promotion) in our society . I t  appears, then, that masculine 
charac te r is ties  and behaviors are more valued by our society .
In contrast, Kelly  and Worrell (1977) found feminine-typed subjects 
tended to "look worse" r e la t iv e  to the masculine and androgynous 
groups. The feminine persons in Falbo's (1977) study received more 
negative peer evaluations than e ith e r  the masculine or androgynous 
persons. Males in our society are allowed to achieve power in the 
competitive world while women are programmed for passiv ity  with no
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concept of power (Halcomb, 1979). Women do not have the positional 
power which comes with th e ir  positions as managers because management 
is labeled male. They seldom have personal power ( i . e . ,  the a b i l i t y  
to influence) because the methods for acquiring th is  type of power are 
more availab le  to men than women (Schuler, 1979). I t  appears, then, 
th a t feminine persons have less positive evaluations r e la t iv e  to 
masculine and androgynous persons, and power is labeled as masculine 
and valued by our society .
The second problem question arose because of the scarc ity  of data 
comparing the way males and females evaluate and make decisions about 
women in management, even though males and females are both in 
positions to promote women in management (Gutek & Stevens, 1979). 
Reactions to the behavior and performance of women managers has 
produced inconsistent results  (Terborg & IIg e n , 19 75). Peters et a l . 
(1974), Matteson (1976), and Terborg et a l . (1977), using the Women as 
Managers Scale (WAMS), found women have more favorable a ttitudes  
toward women as managers than would males. Welsh (1979) found males 
endorse a more conservative ro le  for females, p a r t ic u la r ly  in 
management ro les , than do females. Putnam and Heinen (as cited in 
Stead, 1985) found negative a ttitudes  by men toward women who show a 
tendency to demand e q u a li ty ,  t r y  to be masculine, in s is t  on asserting  
ego, and are domineering and aggressive. Forgionne and Nwacukwu 
(1977), however, implied from th e ir  study that males have a higher 
regard for female managers than do females. Fenn (1978) claims that 
women threaten other women, and there fo re , there is a lack of support 
fo r  women by women.
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Rosen and Jerdee (1973) and Schein (1975) found, however, that  
male and female managers hold s im ila r ,  and often negative attitudes  
toward women in management. Though Lynch (1973) found men and women, 
as a ru le ,  do not mind a female boss when she is competent and 
understanding, Lang (1978) found women d is tru s t nontraditional women 
and men are threatened by them or consider them d i f fe r e n t .  Hobart and 
Harries (as cited in Jewell, 1977) also found females have the same 
expectations of female managers as males. Men and women in Wood's 
(1976) study agreed, in general, that the gender of the manager did 
not a ffe c t  a b i l i t y  or s t a b i l i t y .  She also found, contrary to 
Peters et a l . (1974), that both men and women support expanding female 
roles in business.
From these c o n fl ic t in g  f in d ing s , i t  was not apparent whether 
males and females d i f f e r e n t ia l l y  perceive the c r e d ib i l i t y  of 
masculine, feminine, and androgynous females at the middle-management 
le v e l .  The follow ing findings then led to the last three hypotheses 
(found in Chapter I I I )  which were formulated in an attempt to answer 
th is  question.
Rosenkrantz, Vogel, Bee, Broverman, and Broverman (1968), supported 
by Lunneborg (1970), found higher valuation of s te re o typ ica lly  masculine 
than feminine characteris tics  by both sexes. Broverman et a l . (1970) 
and Peters et a l . (1974) agree that males and females see t r a i t s  
required of successful managers to be the same t r a i t s  commonly 
a ttr ib u ted  to males in general. According to Petty and Miles (1976), 
both Rosen and Jerdee and Schein agree that male and female managers 
see managers as possessing c h a rac te r is t ic s , a t t i tu d e s , and temperaments
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ascribed to men rather than women. Male and female executives rank- 
ordered ch arac teris tics  s im ila r ly  fo r  top management (B a s i l ,  1972). 
Terborg*s (1977) summary in his research review was that women 
describe themselves and are described by men as having self-concepts  
th a t  are not su itab le  fo r  management. Both sexes were also found to 
prefer the female who possesses highly valued male a ttr ib u te s  
( e .g . ,  competence) and masculine in te res ts . Males and females prefer  
competent masculine women to competent feminine women (Spence & 
Helmreich, 1972). I t  appears then that masculine charac te r is tics  and 
behaviors are more valued by our society , and both males and females 
agree on th is  evaluation.
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Chapter I I I  
METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES
The procedure of th is  study consisted of two phases. The f i r s t  
step was to run a manipulations check in order to obtain the masculine, 
feminine, and androgynous terms used on the f in a l  measurement instrument. 
The second phase was the administering of the measurement instrument.
Statement of the Hypotheses
In order to examine the research questions proposed in Chapter I .  
and using the ra tio n a le  from the review of l i te r a tu r e  in Chapter I I ,  
the following hypotheses were generated:
Hi: The c r e d ib i l i t y  ratings of the masculine female middle
manager and the androgynous female middle manager w i l l  be s im ila r .
H2: The c r e d ib i l i t y  ratings of the feminine female middle
manager and the masculine female middle manager w i l l  be s ig n if ic a n t ly  
d i f fe r e n t .
H3: The c r e d ib i l i t y  ratings of the feminine female middle
manager and the androgynous female middle manager w i l l  be s ig n if ic a n t ly  
d i f f e r e n t .
H4: Male subjects and female subjects w i l l  ra te  the masculine
female manager s im ila r ly .
H5: Male subjects and female subjects w i l l  ra te  the feminine
female manager s im ila r ly .
H6: Male subjects and female subjects w i l l  ra te  the androgynous
female manager s im ila r ly .
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Subjects
The sample for the manipulations check consisted of 110 
undergraduate students in the Fundamentals of Public Speaking and 
Organizational Communication classes in the Communication Department 
at the U niversity  of Nebraska at Omaha. The sample for the f in a l  
measurement instrument was composed of 110 undergraduate students from 
the Principles of Management, and Human Resources and Management 
classes in the Business College at the U niversity  of Nebraska at Omaha.
Manipulations Check
In order to define the masculine female, the feminine female, 
and the androgynous female, three descriptive  forms were developed.
In developing these descriptive forms, 34 items that d i f f e r e n t ia l ly  
describe males and females were garnered from studies by Rosenkrantz 
et a l . (1968) and Schein (as cited in Jewell, 1977) and from the 
Sex-Role Stereotype Questionnaire by Broverman et a l . (1970), the 
Personal A ttr ibu tes  Questionnaire by Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp
(1974), the BSRI (1974), and the Adjective Check L is t  (Heilbrun, 1976).
A prelim inary form l is t in g  these 34 descriptive  items was 
administered to the undergraduate students during regular class time. 
Each student was given the same l i s t  of 34 items and a 5-point semantic 
d i f fe r e n t ia l - ty p e  scale bounded by the terms "not charac te r is tic"  and 
"c h arac te r is t ic"  (see Appendix A). The students were asked to rate  
these items from "ch arac ter is tic"  to "not c h a rac te r is t ic"  fo r  e ith e r  a 
masculine, feminine, or an androgynous person.
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Two-tailed t_ tests fo r  planned comparisons were run on the 
masculine and feminine forms (see Appendix B). Masculine and feminine 
items were included on the f in a l  masculine and feminine descriptive  
forms i f  they were found to be s ig n if ic a n t  by both male and female 
students. Mean scores were figured for a l l  the androgynous forms (see 
Appendix B). Androgynous items were included on the f in a l  androgynous 
descriptive  form i f  the mean score by both male and female students 
was ^ 3 . 5 .
Procedure
Students were asked to complete the three f in a l  descriptive forms 
(see Appendix C) during regular class time. Each student was given 
a l l  three forms (randomly ordered) in order to simulate the essential 
sequential-comparative nature of selection practices. After reading 
each of the three descriptions, one at a time, a semantic 
d i f fe r e n t ia l - ty p e  scale, used to determine perceived supervisory 
c r e d ib i l i t y ,  was completed.
Measurement Instrument
Experiments concerning ethos have dealt with many and varied 
top ics . They have been concerned with the e ffec ts  of differences in 
pres tig e , c r e d ib i l i t y ,  likeableness, and other variables upon a ttitudes  
toward p o l i t ic a l -s o c ia l  issues, upon valuations of art and l i t e r a t u r e ,  
and upon learn ing . They have studied the re la t iv e  effectiveness of 
m ajority  and expert opinion and the r e la t iv e  s u s c e p t ib i l i ty  of the 
sexes, d i f fe re n t  age groups, and persons of various educational levels
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to  prestige suggestion. They have also studied e ffec ts  and the 
permanency of the a tt itu d e  change and the learning induced by d i f fe re n t  
leve ls  of ethos. These studies, which arise from psychology, speech, 
sociology, and education, are quite diverse in o r ig in .
The research projects above are concerned, then, with the study of 
such presumed resu lts  of ethos as preferences, a t t i tu d e  change, and 
information gain. In a few instances, however, the development of a 
measure of ethos has been the main goal of a research p ro jec t.
Between 1960 and 1970 researchers u t i l iz e d  factor ana ly tic  techniques 
in conjunction with semantic d i f fe r e n t ia l  or L ike rt- ty p e  scaling  
procedures to uncover the perceptual structure of source c r e d ib i l i t y .  
Berio and Lemert, in 1961, using semantic d i f fe r e n t ia l  scales, 
id e n t i f ie d  three factors of the ethos construct: competence,
trustworthiness, and dynamism (McCroskey, 1966). McCroskey used 
both L ike rt- ty p e  and semantic d i f fe r e n t ia l  scales. Factor analysis  
produced two s ig n if ic a n t  factors: authoritativeness and character.
While th is  f ind ing  of two-factoredness is consistent with findings  
of most other researchers, the theore tica l " factor"  of ethos 
characterized as "good w i l l"  by A r is to t le  and others, and as 
"in tention" by Hovland, I rv in g , and K elly  (1953), did not appear. 
McCroskey speculated, however, that the theo re tic a l "good w i l l"  or 
"in tention" fa c to r  is not separate from authoritativeness and 
character. Berio and Lemert's competence and trustworthiness  
corresponded with McCroskey's authoritativeness and character.
Whitehead (1968) v e r i f ie d  the previously id e n t i f ie d  dimensions of 
source c r e d ib i l i t y  and the scales fo r  measuring i t  by generating the
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same factors: trustworthiness, competence, and dynamism. However, he
also found a fourth fa c to r—o b je c t iv i ty — concluding one cannot regard 
source c r e d ib i l i t y  as simply a th re e -fa c to r  s tructure .
In 1969, Berio, Lemert, and Mertz extended the work of Hovland 
et a l . by investigating  the c r i t e r i a  ac tua lly  used by receivers in 
evaluating message sources. They argued that c r e d ib i l i t y  is not a 
s ta t ic  a t t r ib u te  of a source, but rather a perception which is subject 
to  change. Three dimensions were iso la ted: safety , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,
and dynamism. The factor ana ly tic  results  provided a c la r i f ic a t io n  of 
what Hovland et a l . (1953) meant by expertise and trustworthiness, and 
suggested that there is a th ird  dimension, "dynamism." Hovland et a l . 
seemed to regard the rece iv e r 's  perceptions of the source's in tent as 
the essential aspect of "trustworthiness." The safety facto r for  
Berio et a l . includes th is  aspect of the rece iver 's  perceptions, 
however, i t  includes other aspects as w e ll .  Berio et a l . also 
concluded that the Hovland conception of "expertise" should be 
extended to include a more general notion of prestige , as involved in 
evaluations of th e ir  q u a li f ic a t io n  fa c to r .  This is Berio and Lemert's 
(1961) o rig in a l "competence" fa c to r ,  and includes such power-prestige 
words as important, powerful, and successful.
The scale used in th is  study was borrowed from the fac to r analytic  
research of Berio et a l . (1969) as used by Falcione (1974). Based on 
the facto r analysis of the Berio et a l . instrument, Falcione chose the 
fo llow ing factors to measure subordinate perceptions of supervisor 
c re d ib i1i t y :
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1. safety: ju s t -u n ju s t ,  ob jec tive -sub jec tive , u n s e lf is h -s e lf is h ,
f a i r - u n f a i r ,  e th ic a l-u n e th ic a l .
2. q u a l i f ic a t io n :  experienced-inexperienced, s k i l le d -u n s k il le d ,
informed-uni nformed, in te l l ig e n t -u n in te l1ig e n t , q u a l i f ie d -u n q u a l i f ie d .
3. dynamism: bo ld -t im id , active-passive, aggressive-meek, 
em phatic-hesitant, fo rc e fu l- fo rc e le s s .
Because the Berio et a l . instrument was o r ig in a l ly  developed by 
sampling a student population as well as an adult population, the
Falcione instrument appeared to be the most appropriate one to use in
a u n ivers ity  setting  to determine management c r e d ib i l i t y .  The 
Falcione scale was submitted to a p r in c ip a l-a x is  facto r analysis with 
Varimax ro ta tion  and to a r e l i a b i l i t y  analysis using Cronbach's alpha 
(see Appendix D).
Experimental Design and Variables
The independent variab le  was the sex of the subjects. The three
sex-role  descriptions of masculine, feminine, and androgynous acted as 
an intervening v a r iab le . The dependent variab le  was the c r e d ib i l i t y  
ra tin g  of each of these three descriptions.
The Pearson product moment was used in order to te s t the 
fo llowing hypotheses as generated from the problem question concerning 
which female— the masculine, feminine, or androgynous— would be 
perceived as most credible in middle management:
H I: The c r e d ib i l i t y  ratings of the masculine female middle
manager and the androgynous female middle manager w i l l  be s im ila r .
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H2: The c r e d ib i l i t y  ratings of the feminine female middle
manager and the masculine female middle manager w i l l  be s ig n if ic a n t ly  
d i f f e r e n t .
H3: The c r e d ib i l i t y  ratings of the feminine female middle
manager and the androgynous female middle manager w i l l  be s ig n if ic a n t ly  
d i f f e r e n t .
The Pearson product moment tested the re lationships between the three  
c r e d ib i l i t y  scales of the masculine, feminine, and androgynous females. 
I t  was also used to tes t the re lationsh ips between the safety ,  
q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and dynamism factors of the three c r e d ib i l i t y  scales 
and between these factors and the e n t ire  c r e d ib i l i t y  scale.
The Pearson product moment and a m ultip le  regression were used in 
order to tes t the following hypotheses as generated from the problem 
question concerning whether males and females d i f f e r e n t ia l l y  perceive 
the c r e d ib i l i t y  of masculine, feminine, and androgynous women in 
middle management:
H4: Male subjects and female subjects w i l l  ra te  the masculine
female manager s im ila r ly .
H5: Male subjects and female subjects w i l l  ra te  the feminine
female manager s im ila r ly .
H6: Male subjects and female subjects w i l l  ra te  the androgynous
female manager s im ila r ly .
A stepwise regression was used to analyze the variance among the three  
c r e d ib i l i t y  scales due to the sex of the subjects.
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Chapter IV 
RESULTS
Of the 110 scales administered for the masculine, feminine, and 
androgynous descriptions, 105 usable scales were obtained for each. 
There were 62 male subjects and 43 female subjects. The responses for 
each of the 15 items on these masculine, feminine, and androgynous 
scales were given a numerical value between 1 and 7 ("1" representing  
the "highest" ra t in g  and "7" the "lowest" r a t in g ) .
For Hypothesis 1, the Pearson product moment resulted in a 
c orre la tion  co e ff ic ie n t  of r = .40 ( j d  < .0009) fo r  the masculine and 
androgynous scales. Table I shows the results of the Pearson product 
moment between the masculine, feminine, and androgynous scales and 
between the safety , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and dynamism fa c to rs . According to 
Johnson (as cited in B ailey , 1982), th is  corre la tion  c o e ff ic ie n t  was 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t ,  supporting Hypothesis 1 that the subjects 
would rate  the masculine female and the androgynous female s im ila r ly .  
The corre lation  accounted for 16% of the v a r ia b i l i t y  between the 
masculine and androgynous Scales. In looking at the sa fe ty ,  
q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and dynamism factors of the masculine and androgynous 
scales, however, the Pearson r^  corre la tion  co e ff ic ie n t  was s ig n if ic a n t  
fo r  only one fa c to r - -q u a l i f ic a t io n .
For Hypothesis 2, the corre la tion  c o e ff ic ie n t fo r  the feminine 
and masculine scales was r_ = .30 ( j d  < .001). According to Johnson 
(as cited in B ailey , 1982), th is  is a s ig n if ic a n t  c o rre la t io n . The 
ratings on the feminine and masculine scales, then, were not
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Table I
Pearson r_ Between Masculine, Feminine, and Androgynous Scales 
and Between Safety, Q u a l i f ic a t io n , and Dynamism Factors
Mascul ine A B C  Feminine A B C
Androgynous 4ft**** 44****
(N = 97) (N = 98)
A. Safety .13* .38****
(N = 100) (N = 101)
B. Qualification .53**** M A l  l i . ■_t L y K A / p A
(N = 104) (£ = 102)
C. Dynamism .14* .27**
(£ = 102) (£ = 104)
Feminine on*** 
(N = 98)
A. Safety -.01*
(N = 102)
B. Qualification
(N = 103)
C. Dynamism -.11*
(N = 103)
Note. Not a l l  data are applicable and, th ere fo re , not included. 
*ns . * *p  < .003. * * * £  < .001. * * * * £  < .0009.
38
s ig n if ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e n t ,  as predicted by Hypothesis 2. The correlation  
accounted for 9% of the v a r ia b i l i t y  between the feminine and masculine 
scales. The Pearson r  fo r  the q u a l i f ic a t io n  fac to r of the feminine 
and masculine scales was also found to be s ig n if ic a n t ly  corre la ted .
The safety and dynamism fa c to rs , however, were found to be independent 
of each other for the feminine and masculine scales. Though these two 
corre la tion  co e ff ic ien ts  were in the d irection ( i . e . ,  negative) 
predicted by Hypothesis 2, they were not s ig n if ic a n t .
Table I presents the Pearson correlation coe ff ic ie n ts  fo r  
Hypothesis 3. The corre la tion  c o e ff ic ie n t for the feminine and 
androgynous scales was the most s ig n if ic a n t  found, therefore  not 
supporting Hypothesis 3. The subjects rated the feminine and 
androgynous female managers s im ila r ly  instead of d i f fe r e n t ly .  This is 
supported by the corre la tion  coeff ic ien ts  for the sa fe ty , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  
and dynamism factors of these two scales. The corre la tion  c o e ff ic ie n t  
between the feminine and androgynous scales accounted fo r  19% of the 
v a r i a b i l i t y  between these two scales.
Hypothesis 4 stated that the male and female subjects would ra te  
the masculine female manager s im ila r ly .  The Pearson product moment 
resulted in a nonsignificant corre la tion  c o e ff ic ie n t fo r the sex of 
subject (SS) and the masculine scale. Table I I  presents the corre lation  
c o e ff ic ie n ts  between the SS and the masculine, feminine, and androgynous 
scales and between the SS and the safety , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and dynamism 
fa c to rs .  None of the corre lation  coe ff ic ien ts  for the SS and the 
sa fe ty , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and dynamism factors of the masculine scale 
were found to be s ig n if ic a n t  e i th e r .  This fa i lu r e  to f ind  s ig n if ic a n t
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Table I I
Pearson jr Between SS and Masculine, Feminine, and 
Androgynous Scales and Between SS and Safety, 
Q u a lif ic a t io n , and Dynamism Factors
Scale or Factor _ra N jd
Masculine -.17 101 .04
Safety - .1 0 103 ns
Q u a lif ic a t io n -.1 2 105 ns
Dynamism -.1 8 103 .03
Feminine - .0 6 102 ns
Safety .11 104 ns
Q u a lif ic a t io n -.1 3 103 ns
Dynamism -.1 1 105 ns
Androgynous -.2 0 101 .02
Safety -.21 102 .02
Q u a lif ic a t io n -.12 104 ns
Dynamism -.2 0 104 .02
aone-ta iled
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corre la tion  coe ff ic ien ts  showed that the SS was independent of the 
ratings for the masculine scale. The d ire c tio n , though, of the three 
coe ff ic ien ts  for the SS and the sa fe ty , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and dynamism 
factors (along with the c o e ff ic ie n t  for the SS and the masculine scale) 
showed that the female subjects tended to give "higher" ratings than 
the male subjects.
Further analysis using a m ultip le  regression did not find  a 
s ig n if ic a n t  level fo r  the explained variance due to sex in the masculine 
scale . The m ultip le  regression yielded a p a r t ia l  corre la tion  for the 
SS and the masculine scale of r_ = - .1 4  (ns, JV = 94 ). These m ultip le  
regression resu lts  supported Hypothesis 4 tha t the male and female 
subjects rated the masculine female s im ila r ly .
Hypothesis 5 stated that the male and female subjects would rate  
the feminine female manager s im i la r ly .  The Pearson product moment did 
not find a s ig n if ic a n t  corre lation  c o e ff ic ie n t for the SS and the 
feminine scale, nor fo r the SS and the sa fety , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and 
dynamism factors of the feminine scale. These resu lts  are shown in 
Table I I .  Three c o e ff ic ien ts  again showed a tendency for the female 
subjects to give "higher" ratings than the male subjects. However, 
th is  was not true for the safety  fac to r of the feminine scale. This 
fa c to r  had a "positive" corre lation  with the SS. The male subjects 
(compared to the female subjects) tended to give a "higher" ra ting  to 
the feminine female manager on the safety fa c to r .  These resu lts  were 
not s ig n if ic a n t ,  however, and therefore showed that the SS was 
independent of the ratings for the feminine female manager.
41
Further analysis using a m ultip le  regression did not find  a 
s ig n if ic a n t  level fo r  the explained variance due to sex in the feminine 
scale . A stepwise regression fo r  the sa fe ty , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and 
dynamism fa c to rs , however, did f in d  a s ig n if ic a n t  level for explained 
variance due to sex in the safety fac to r of the feminine scale. The 
explained variance for the safety  fac to r  of the feminine scale was 
r^ = .06 , £ (2 ,  91) = 7.01, £  < .001. The m ultip le  regression yielded  
a p a r t ia l  corre la tion  for the SS and the feminine scale of r_ = .06 
(ns, £  = 9 4 ) .  The p a r t ia l  corre la tion  for the SS and the safety  factor  
of the feminine scale was r_ *  .25 (N_ = 9 4 ) . As with the Pearson 
product moment for th is  fa c to r ,  the male subjects tended to ra te  the 
feminine female manager "higher" than the female subjects d id . Though 
th is  p a r t ia l  corre la tion  was s ig n if ic a n t ,  the results of the m ultip le  
regression supported Hypothesis 5 tha t the male and female subjects 
rated the feminine female manager s im ila r ly .  No s ig n if ic a n t  explained 
variance was found between the SS and the feminine scale.
Hypothesis 6 stated that the male and female subjects would rate  
the androgynous female manager s im i la r ly .  The Pearson product moment, 
however, resulted in three s ig n if ic a n t  corre la tion  c o e ff ic ie n ts .
These resu lts  are shown in Table I I .  The corre lation  co e ff ic ien ts  
between the SS and the androgynous scale, the SS and the safety  facto r  
of the androgynous scale, and the SS and the dynamism fac to r of the 
androgynous scale, a l l  showed s ig n if ic a n t  "negative" co rre la t io n s .
The female subjects rated the androgynous female manager "higher" than 
the male subjects d id . The corre la tion  c o e ff ic ie n t  for the SS and the 
q u a l i f ic a t io n  fac to r  of the androgynous scale was in the same d irec tion
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as the other three c o e ff ic ie n ts , but i t  was not s ig n if ic a n t .  The 
Pearson product moment resu lts , then, do not support Hypothesis 6 
that the male and female subjects would rate the androgynous female 
manager s im ila r ly .
Further analysis using a stepwise m ultiple regression resulted in
a s ig n if ican t level for explained variance due to sex in the androgynous
2scale. The explained variance for the androgynous scale was r. s -05, 
£ (1 ,  92) = 4 .74 , £  < .03. A stepwise multiple regression for the 
safety , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and dynamism factors also yielded a s ign if icant  
level for explained variance due to sex in the safety factor of the 
androgynous scale. For th is  fa c to r ,  r_ = .07, £ (1 ,  92) = 7.02,
£  < .009. The m ultiple regression yielded a p a rt ia l  correlation for 
the SS and the androgynous scale of r_ -  - .17  (ns, £  = 9 4 ) .  The partia l  
correlation for the SS and the safety factor of the androgynous scale 
was r_ -  - .35  (£  = 94 ). Though the explained variance due to sex in 
the androgynous scale was found to be s ig n if ic a n t ,  the pa rt ia l  
correlation was not.
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Chapter V 
DISCUSSION 
Summary
Hypothesis 1 c o rre c t ly  predicted tha t the c r e d ib i l i t y  ra tings  of 
the masculine female and the androgynous female would be s im ila r .  
Though the overa ll c r e d ib i l i t y  ra t in g  supported the hypothesis, the 
sa fe ty  and dynamism factors  did not.
Results of th is  research did not support Hypothesis 2. There was 
no d iffe ren ce  between the c r e d ib i l i t y  ra t in g  of the feminine female 
and th a t of the masculine female. In f a c t ,  the feminine female and 
the masculine female were rated s im i la r ly .  This was the weakest 
re la t io n s h ip ,  however, between any two of the c r e d ib i l i t y  scales.
The ra tings  on the safety  fac to r  and the dynamism fa c to r  were in the 
predicted d ire c t io n , though not s ig n i f ic a n t .
Hypothesis 3 was not supported e i th e r .  In fa c t ,  the feminine  
ra t in g  and the androgynous ra t in g  had the strongest re la t io n s h ip  of 
any two c r e d ib i l i t y  scales. This was supported by the corre la tions  of 
a l l  three facto rs  of the scales.
Hypothesis 4 c o rre c t ly  predicted tha t the male subjects and the 
female subjects would ra te  the masculine female manager s im i la r ly .
The female subjects tended to ra te  the masculine female manager 
"higher" than the male subjects d id , but th is  was not s ig n i f ic a n t .
Results of th is  research also supported Hypothesis 5 which 
predicted that the male subjects and the female subjects would ra te
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the feminine female s im i la r ly .  On the safety fa c to r ,  however, the 
male subjects rated the feminine female s ig n if ic a n t ly  "higher" than 
the female subjects d id .
Results of th is  research did not support Hypothesis 6 which 
predicted that the male subjects and the female subjects would ra te  
the androgynous female s im i la r ly .  The female subjects rated the 
androgynous female s ig n i f ic a n t ly  "higher" than the male subjects did.
The resu lts  of the q u a l i f ic a t io n  facto r did support th is hypothesis, 
however.
Concl us ions
s
I t  seemed perplexing why the resu lts  of the masculine, feminine, 
and androgynous ratings were a l l  quite s im ilar  and that the masculine 
and androgynous females were not found to be s ig n if ic a n t ly  more credible  
than the feminine female. As discussed e a r l ie r  in the review of 
l i t e r a t u r e ,  researchers have fa i le d  to d i f fe r e n t ia te  between e ffe c t iv e  
and in e f fe c t iv e  leaders using the " t r a i t  theory model" which studies 
the ch aracteris tics  of male leaders in order to d istinguish leaders 
from nonleaders. This study bas ica lly  followed the " t r a i t  theory 
model" in try ing  to predict which female would be most c red ib le .
Unlike the " t r a i t  theory model," th is  research studied masculine and 
feminine c h a ra c te r is t ic s . But, l ik e  the " t r a i t  theory model," 
i t  fa i le d  to find which c h a ra c te r is t ic s —masculine, feminine, or 
androgynous— are most desirable for females to succeed in management. 
Previous research has also concluded there are no differences of any 
consequence to management between the mental, emotional, or physical
45
capacities of men and women. I f  female managers perform as credibly  
as male managers, then no matter the sex-type of the female, she may 
be viewed as equally credible when compared to another female manager 
or to male managers. Even i f  the female manager is not perceived as 
being as credible as the male manager, when comparing one female 
manager to another female manager, they may be perceived as equally  
cred ib le  because of th e ir  gender. P o l i t ic a l ,  s o c ia l,  and economic 
changes over the past decades have led to a b lu rring  of the formerly  
sharp d iv is ion  between the roles and a ttr ib u te s  of men and women.
This change may also mean that women are not only being accepted as 
managers, but that th e ir  sex-type does not m atter.
I t  is d i f f i c u l t  to determine why the female subjects rated the 
androgynous female "higher" than the male subjects did. Because the 
variance due to sex of subject was barely s ig n if ic a n t ,  i t  could have 
been due to chance. By using d i f fe re n t  terms to describe the 
androgynous female, resu lts  could be found that are nonsign ificant.
I t  is d i f f i c u l t  to tes t the concept of androgyny since no predetermined 
l i s t  of adjectives exists which describes an androgynous person. Bern 
and Lenney (as cited in Rose & Andiappan, 1978) found individuals who 
are androgynous to be more accepting of other androgynous persons than
are sex-typed persons. In th is  study, then, the female subjects may
themselves have been more androgynous and the male subjects sex-typed. 
But, in general, there was no s ig n if ic a n t  d ifference between the
c r e d ib i l i t y  ratings by the male subjects and those by the female
subjects. This was the prediction made in th is  research study and 
supported by previous research as discussed in the review of
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l i t e r a t u r e .  In past research, males and females have agreed, 
in general, on the evaluation of sex-roles and s ex-ch aracte r is t ics ,  
which was supported by th is  research.
Future Research
The resu lts  of th is  study support the free  choice of sex-roles  
fo r  women. I t  appears, then, that a ttitudes  toward m asculin ity , 
fe m in in ity ,  and androgyny are changing. I f  indeed perspectives toward 
sex-roles are changing, then i t  is necessary to reexamine the sex- 
typed items of m asculinity and fem in in ity  as generated by Bern (1974),  
Broverman et a l . (1970), Heilbrun (1976), and others. This researcher 
is  not aware of any other androgynous description l ik e  the one 
developed for th is  study. The lack of previous research in the area 
of androgyny as support for  th is  research is one weakness in the 
methodology used. Therefore, i t  is recommended that fu ture  research 
be done in order to study current perspectives toward m asculin ity ,  
fe m in in ity ,  and androgyny.
I t  is also suggested that fu ture  research study the c r e d ib i l i t y  
of women in management using variables other than sex of the subjects. 
In general, no s ig n if ic a n t  d ifference was found between the masculine, 
fem inine, and androgynous women due to sex. However, th is  same study 
may be done using such variables as age, whether or not the subjects 
work, and others.
A th ird  recommendation is that th is  research be done as a f ie ld  
study. The use of a student population only may be a weakness in the 
methodology used in th is  study. Perspectives of those men and women
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who are ac tua lly  in the position to promote women into management may 
vary from those of a student population.
The las t recommendation is that fu ture  research look not at the 
sex-roles and sex-characteris tics  of potentia l female managers, but at 
the perceptions of those males and females who are in positions to 
promote the female in management. Rosen and Jerdee (1973) and Schein
(1975) found that male and female managers do indeed hold s im ilar  
a tt itudes  toward women in management, but that these a tt itudes  are 
often negative. Lang (1978) found women d is tru s t nontraditional women 
and men are threatened by them. Staines, Tavris , and Jayaratne (as 
cited  in Terborg, 1977) researched what they ca lled  the "Queen Bee 
Syndrome." According to Staines et a l . ,  a woman who has attained  
success and status in a "man's world" views other women as competitors 
fo r  her position . The male, who has attained success and status in 
"his" world, begins to question his c a p a b il i t ie s  and position when a 
female can come in and do a "man's" job, s p e c i f ic a l ly ,  his job. He 
has f e l t  very competent in doing his job, but now his male ego is 
threatened. Hobart and Harries (as cited in Jewell, 1977) and Rosen 
and Jerdee (1973) found that expectations of appropriate ch arac teris tics  
and behaviors a ffec t  decision-making behavior because of the perceptions 
tha t males and females have of themselves and others. I t  is 
recommended, then, that future research study these perceptions of the 
males and females who are in positions to promote the female in 
management. This needs to be done in order to find  out why both males 
and females fee l threatened by the female in management.
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Im plications
I t  may be pointed out that a l l  three females were rated on the 
"higher" end of the c r e d ib i l i t y  scale . In other words, a l l  three  
females were viewed as being credible  and as acceptable nominees for  
promotion into a middle-management position . Viewed th is  way, the 
resu lts  of th is  research support the notion th a t ,  today, women are 
being seriously  considered for management positions. One im plication  
of th is  may be the genera liza tion  of these resu lts  to women in any 
nontrad itional occupation. The study also supports the free  choice of 
sex-roles fo r women and the devaluation of masculine ch aracter is tics  
by our society .
Though generations have assumed the leadership s u p e r io r ity  of 
men, the population of th is  research study supports the suggestion 
that women are indeed being accepted as leg itim ate  candidates fo r  
management. Not only does there appear to be increasing sex-role  
permissiveness and res tru c tu r in g , but both males and females are a 
part of th is  process. Both males and females consider women and men 
to  be equally q u a lif ie d  for management. Both genders agree that women 
do have a choice among sex-roles and that masculine ch aracter is tics  
may not necessarily be those that are most valuable. Our society is 
moving toward a climate where women can express th e ir  fem in in ity  
and/or m asculinity through interpersonal re lationships as opposed to 
th e ir  performance in stereotyped ro les .
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Appendix A 
INSTRUMENT FOR MANIPULATIONS CHECK
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Below is a set of descriptive words and phrases commonly used to 
characterize  people in general. Use th is  l i s t  to t e l l  what you think  
a masculine person is l ik e .
On the ra tin g  sheet, f iv e  (5 ) choices are availab le  for each word and 
phrase. They range from "not c h arac te r is t ic "  to " c h a ra c te r is t ic ."  
Please ra te  each word or phrase in terms of how ch a rac te r is t ic  i t  is 
of a masculine person. Put an X on one of the f iv e  (5 ) blanks for  
each word or phrase.
1. strong personality
2. w i l l in g  to take a stand
3. eager to soothe hurt feelings
4. helpful
5. assertive
6. warm to others
7. ta c t fu l
8. active
9 . hides emotions
10. in tu i t iv e
11. forcefu l
12. independent
13. does not hide emotions
14. objective
15. compassionate
16. gentle
17. aggressive
18. considerate
19. emotional
20. not excitab le
21. acts l ik e  a leader
22. aware of the needs of others
23. competitive
24. logical
25. ta lk a t iv e
26. cooperative
27. ana ly tica l
28. sympathetic
29. understanding
30. unemotional
31. se lf -co n fid en t
32. dominant
33. aware of the feelings of others
34. ambitious
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Below is a set of descriptive  words and phrases commonly used to  
characterize people in general. Use this l i s t  to t e l l  what you think  
a feminine person is l i k e .
On the ra tin g  sheet, f iv e  (5 ) choices are ava ilab le  fo r  each word and 
phrase. They range from "not charac te r is tic"  to " c h a ra c te r is t ic ."  
Please rate  each word or phrase in terms of how c h a ra c te r is t ic  i t  is 
of a feminine person. Put an X on one of the f iv e  (5) blanks for  
each word or phrase.
1. strong personality
2. w i l l in g  to take a stand
3. eager to soothe hurt feelings
4. helpful
5. assertive
6. warm to others
7. ta c tfu l
8. active
9. hides emotions
10. in tu i t iv e
11. fo rcefu l
12. independent
13. does not hide emotions
14. objective
15. compassionate
16. gentle
17. aggressive
18. considerate
19. emotional
20. not excitab le
21. acts l ik e  a leader
22. aware of the needs of others
23. competitive
24. logical
25. ta lk a t iv e
26. cooperative
27. ana ly tica l
28. sympathetic
29. understanding
30. unemotional
31. se lf-co n fid en t
32. dominant
33. aware of the feelings of others
34. ambitious
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Below is a set of descriptive words and phrases commonly used to 
characterize  people in general. Use th is  l i s t  to t e l l  what you think  
an androgynous person is l i k e .  An androgynous person is equally  
masculine and feminine.
On the ra tin g  sheet, f iv e  (5) choices are ava ilab le  for each word and 
phrase. They range from "not ch a rac te r is t ic "  to " c h a ra c te r is t ic ."  
Please ra te  each word or phrase in terms of how charac te r is t ic  i t  is 
of an androgynous person. Put an X on one of the f iv e  (5) blanks fo r  
each word or phrase.
1. strong personality
2. w i l l in g  to take a stand
3. eager to soothe hurt feelings
4. helpful
5. assertive
6. warm to others
7. ta c t fu l
8. active
9. hides emotions
10. in tu i t iv e
11. fo rcefu l
12. independent
13. does not hide emotions
14. objective
15. compassionate
16. gentle
17. aggressive
18. considerate
19. emotional
20. not excitab le
21. acts l ik e  a leader
22. aware of the needs of others
23. competitive
24. logical
25. ta lk a t iv e
26. cooperative
27. ana ly tica l
28. sympathetic
29. understanding
30. unemotional
31. se lf -co n fid en t
32. dominant
33. aware of the feelings of others
34. ambitious
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FORM _____
Not C haracteris tic
1.  :_____
2.  :_______
3. ___________:________
4. ___________:________
5. ___________:________
6.  :_______
7. ___________:_______
8.  :_______
9.  :________
10.  :_______
11.  :_______
. 12.  _______
13. ___________:________
14. ___________:________
15. ___________:________
16.  :_______
17. ___________:________
18.  :_______
19. ___________:________
20.  :_______
21.  :_______
22.  :_______
23. ___________:________
24. ___________:________
25. ___________:________
26.  :_______
27. ___________:________
28.  :_______
29. ___________:________
30. ___________:________
31. ___________ :________
32.  ________ :________
33. ___________:________
34. :
SEX M F 
C haracteris tic
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Appendix B 
RESULTS OF MANIPULATION CHECK
66
Responses were given a numerical value between one and f iv e .  The 
tw o -ta i le d  t_ te s t  fo r  planned comparisons was used in order to compare 
the male responses on the masculine prelim inary form with male 
responses on the feminine prelim inary form. The s ta t is t ic s  were also 
obtained for the comparison of the female responses on the masculine 
form with the female responses on the feminine form. The masculine 
form was administered to 34 subjects and the feminine form was 
administered to 34 subjects. T h ir ty  usable forms were obtained for  
the masculine form and 30 fo r  the feminine form. Each of these 30 
usable forms consisted of 15 male subjects and 15 female subjects.
Table B -l shows the resu lts  of these te s ts . Those s ta t is t ic s  that  
were found to be s ig n if ic a n t  showed that: (a) the male subjects
agreed on those items that describe a masculine person and those that  
describe a feminine person* and (b) the female subjects agreed on 
those items that describe a masculine person and those that describe a 
feminine person. Those items that were found s t a t i s t ic a l ly  s ig n if ic a n t  
by both male and female subjects were included on the f in a l  masculine 
and feminine descriptions.
Twelve feminine items were found to be s t a t i s t ic a l ly  s ig n if ic a n t  
by both male and female subjects at £  £  .05 . Only f iv e  masculine 
items were found to be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t  by both male and 
female subjects at £  £  .05. To equalize the number of items on the 
f in a l  masculine description with the number of items on the f in a l  
feminine descrip tion , the acceptable s ign ificance level was lowered in 
order to include 10 masculine items.
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Table B*
;t Test for Masculine and 
Male and Female
-1
Feminine
Subjects
Items by
Item Male £ Female P.
1. strong personality 2.49 .02 .47 ns
2. w i l l in g  to take a stand 2.23 .05 1.23 ns
3. eager to soothe hurt feelings -4 .38 .001 -3 .29 .01
4. helpful -2 .96 .001 -3.59 .01
5. assertive 1.52 .20 1.90 .10
6. warm to others -2 .46 .05 -4 .87 .001
7. ta c tfu l -1 .06 ns -1 .53 .20
8 . active 3.57 .01 1.66 .20
9 . hides emotions 5.70 .001 1.88 .10
10. in tu i t iv e .66 ns -4.09 .001
11. forcefu l 2.81 .01 5.09 .001
12. independent 4.48 .001 -.59 ns
13. does not hide emotions -6 .30 .001 -3 .22 .01
14. objective .96 ns .20 ns
15. compassionate -6 .15 .001 -3.19 .01
16. gentle -5 .52 .001 -4.89 .001
17. aggressive 4.50 .001 2.88 .01
18. considerate -3 .30 .01 -3 .64 .01
19. emotional -4 .80 .001 -6 .33 .001
20. not excitab le 1.84 .10 2.55 .02
21. acts l ik e  a leader 3.43 .01 1.50 .20
22. aware of the needs of others -4 .04 .001 -3 .63 .01
23. competitive 3.64 .01 4.46 .001
24. logical 1.69 .20 -.12 ns
25. ta lk a t iv e 1.88 .10 -3 .70 .001
26. cooperative -1 .37 .20 -3 .92 .001
27. ana ly tica l 1.26 ns -1 .75 .10
28. sympathetic -5 .61 .001 -3 .42 .01
29. understanding -4 .03 .001 -3 .14 .01
30. unemotional 5.08 .001 2.97 .02
31. se lf -c o n fid en t 4.42 .001 1.05 ns
32. dominant 3.83 .001 4.08 .001
33. aware of the fee lings of others -2 .68 .02 -4 .87 .001
34. ambitious 1.36 .20 -.19 ns
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The androgynous prelim inary form was administered to 42 subjects. 
Th irty-tw o  usable forms were obtained. Half of the subjects were male 
and h a lf  were female. The mean values were calculated separately fo r  
the male subjects and the female subjects. Table B-2 shows these 
re s u lts .  Six masculine items had mean values of at least 3.5 fo r  both 
male and female subjects. Seven feminine items had mean values of at 
leas t 3.5 fo r  both male and female subjects. These 13 items were 
included on the f in a l  androgynous description.
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Table B-2
Mean Values for Androgynous Items 
by Male and Female Subjects
Item Male Female
1. strong personality 3.38 3.94
2. w i l l in g  to take a stand 3.63 4.06
3. eager to soothe hurt fee lings 4.0 3.13
4 . helpful 4 .0 3.31
5. assertive 3.13 3.63
6. warm to others 3.94 3.38
7. ta c tfu l 3.44 3.44
8 . active 3.69 4.0
9 . hides emotions 2.56 2.60
10. in tu i t iv e 3.50 3.25
11. fo rcefu l 2.75 3.19
12. independent 4.0 4.31
13. does not hide emotions 3.13 3.50
14. objective 3.69 3.63
15. compassionate 4.0 3.94
16. gentle 3.81 3.44
17. aggressive 2.94 3.50
18. considerate 3.88 3.44
19. emotional 3.50 3.44
20. not excitab le 2.69 2.50
21. acts l ik e  a leader 3.31 3.88
22. aware of the needs of others 3.56 3.94
23. competitive 3.50 3.63
24. logical 3.63 3.63
25. ta lk a t iv e 3.50 3.81
26. cooperative 3.63 3.75
27. ana ly tica l 3.19 3.31
28. sympathetic 3.94 3.75
29. understanding 3.88 3.69
30. unemotional 2.19 2.50
31. se lf -c o n fid en t 3.31 3.63
32. dominant 2.88 3.13
33. aware of the fee lings of others 3.94 3.69
34. ambitious 3.31 3.88
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Appendix C 
MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENT
71
I would l ik e  to get your opinion about the appropriateness and 
effectiveness of various personality  types of women in management.
I t  may be helpful to imagine that you are the personnel d ire c to r .
You are to choose one of the following women to be promoted.
Read each of the three descriptions that fo l lo w , one at a time. 
F i l l  in the scale a f te r  reading each descrip tion . Please do not go 
back to the previous descrip tion(s ) and scale(s) a f te r  you have 
completed them.
Each row of the scale has seven (7) blanks bounded by opposite 
terms. The center blank is a neutral po s it ion . Place an X on the 
blank that best describes each woman. Please mark one blank only for  
each row and do not skip any rows.
Please c irc le  your sex at the bottom of th is  page and proceed.
SEX M F
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Mary Andrews joined Universal Insurance Company as a department 
manager approximately two years ago. While in th is  capacity, she has 
ensured e f f ic ie n t  production of her department's services and 
maintained the s t a b i l i t y  of her department in changing environments. 
She is now being considered for a promotion to middle management.
She has been described by her peers and subordinates as eager to 
soothe hurt fe e lin g s , h e lp fu l,  warm to others, does not hide her 
emotions, compassionate, gentle , considerate, emotional, aware of the 
needs and fee lings of others, sympathetic, and understanding.
j u s t _  
objective  
unselfish  
f a i r  
ethical_  
experienced 
s k i l le d  
informed 
i n t e l 1igent 
q u a l i f  ied 
bold_ 
active  
aggressive 
emphatic_ 
fo rce fu l
unjust
subjective
se lf ish
unfair  
unethical 
inexperienced 
unski 1 led
uninformed 
u n in te l1igent 
unqualified
timid
passive
meek
hesitant
forceless
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Kathy Smith joined Universal Insurance Company as a department 
manager approximately two years ago. While in th is  capacity, she has 
ensured e f f ic ie n t  production of her department's services and 
maintained the s t a b i l i t y  of her department in changing environments. 
She is now being considered for a promotion to middle management.
She has been described by her peers and subordinates as aware of the 
fee lings  and needs of others, w i l l in g  to take a stand, ac t iv e ,  
understanding, sympathetic, independent, o b je c tive , compassionate, 
com petitive, lo g ic a l ,  ta lk a t iv e ,  and cooperative.
j u s t _  
objective  
unselfish  
f a i r  
ethical_  
experienced 
ski 1 led 
i nformed 
i n t e l 1igent 
q u a l i f ie d  
bold 
active_ 
aggressive 
emphatic 
fo rce fu l
unjust 
subjective  
s e lf is h  
_unf a ir  
_unethical 
i nexperienced 
unski 1 led 
_un informed 
u n in te l1i gent 
unqualified  
timid 
passive 
meek
hesitant
forceless
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Jane Alexander joined Universal Insurance Company as a department 
manager approximately two years ago. While in th is  capacity , she has 
ensured e f f ic ie n t  production of her department's services and 
maintained the s t a b i l i t y  of her department in changing environments. 
She is now being considered for a promotion to middle management.
She has been described by her peers and subordinates as assertive ,  
a c t iv e , hides her emotions, fo rc e fu l ,  aggressive, not e xc itab le ,  
acts l ik e  a leader, com petitive, unemotional, and dominant.
just_ 
objective  
unselfi sh 
f  air_ 
eth ica l  
experienced 
ski l ied  
i nformed 
i n t e l 1igent 
q u a l if ie d  
bold 
acti ve_ 
aggressive_ 
emphatic_ 
fo rce fu l
unjust
subjective  
se lf ish  
unfair  
unethical 
inexperienced 
unski 1 led 
uninformed 
uni n t e l1i gent
unqualified
timid
passive
meek
hesitant
forceless
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Appendix D
FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY ANALYSIS
76
A r e l i a b i l i t y  analysis was run on the masculine, feminine, and 
androgynous scales and on the sa fe ty , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and dynamism
factors  of each scale . The r e l i a b i l i t y  co e ff ic ie n ts  are presented in
Table D - l .  These resu lts  supported the use of Falcione's c r e d ib i l i t y  
scale as a r e l ia b le  instrument.
The sa fe ty , q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  and dynamism factors of the masculine, 
feminine, and androgynous scales were submitted to a p r in c ip a l-a x is  
fa c to r  analysis with varimax ro ta t io n . Table D-2 presents those 
resu lts  for the masculine scale. This was the only scale in which an
item (emphatic) loaded as a fourth fa c to r .  Table D-3 presents the
resu lts  of the facto r analysis fo r  the feminine scale. This was the 
only scale which loaded as expected. Table D-4 presents the results  
of the fac to r analysis for the androgynous scale . Objective loaded 
with the q u a l i f ic a t io n  fac to r rather than with the safety  fa c to r .  
Ethical loaded with the safety  fa c to r ,  as expected, but i t  also loaded 
with the dynamism fa c to r .  Emphatic loaded with the dynamism fa c to r ,  
as expected, but i t  also loaded with the q u a l i f ic a t io n  fa c to r .  With a 
few exceptions, then, the above resu lts  supported the facto r analysis  
done by Falcione.
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Table D-l
R e l ia b i l i t y  C oeffic ients  for Masculine, Feminine, and 
Androgynous Scales and for Safety, Q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  
and Dynamism Factors
Scale alpha Safety
Factor 
Q u alif ic a t io n Dynamism
Masculine .83
00• .89 .77
Feminine .89 .71 .92 .90
Androgynous .89 .70 .92 .82
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Table D-2
Princ ipa l-A xis  Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotation 
fo r  the Masculine Scale
Expected
Factor Items
Factor
Safety
Q u a lif ic a t io n
Dynami sm
ju s t-u n ju s t .81
ob jective-sub jec tive .53
u n s e lf is h -se lf is h .71
f a i r - u n f a i r .85
e th ic a l-u n e th ica l .66
experienced-inexperienced .79
ski 1led-unski1 led .84
i nformed-un i nformed .83
i n t e l 1ig e n t -u n in te l1igent .75
q u a lif ie d -u n q u a lif ie d .76
bold-tim id .77
active-passive .78
aggressive-meek .84
emphatic-hesitant
fo rc e fu l- fo rc e le ss .84
.94
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Table D-3
Princ ipa l-A xis  Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotation  
fo r  the Feminine Scale
Expected
Factor Items 1
Factor 
2 3 4
ju s t-u n ju s t .63
ob jective-sub jec tive .48
Safety u n se lf is h -s e lf is h .67
fa i r - u n f a i r .79
e th ic a l-u n e th ic a l .64
experienced-inexperienced .82
ski 1led -unski1 led .82
Q u a lif ic a t io n i nformed-uni nformed .79
i n t e l 1ig e n t -u n in te l1igent .79
q u a lif ie d -u n q u a lif ie d .87
bold-tim id .88
active-passive .76
Dynamism aggressive-meek .85
emphatic-hesitant .68
fo rc e fu l- fo rc e le ss .87
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Table D-4
Principal-A xis  Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotation 
fo r  the Androgynous Scale
Factor
Expected
Factor Items 1 2  3 4
ju s t-u n ju s t  .65
o b jective-sub jec tive  .46
Safety u n se lf is h -s e lf is h  .78
f a i r - u n f a i r  .80
e th ic a l-u n e th ica l .42 .47
experienced-inexperienced .79
s k il le d -u n s k il le d  .84
Q u a l if ic a t io n  informed-uninformed .76
in te l l ig e n t -u n in te l l ig e n t  .85
q u a lif ie d -u n q u a lif ie d  .80
bold-tim id .76
active-passive  ,66
Dynamism aggressive-meek ,83
emphatic-hesitant .50 .59
fo rc e fu l- fo rc e le s s  .82
